U n i v e r s i t y o f Kansas Lawrence, Kansas 66045 Summary tem' u t i l i z a t i o n f o r understanding/facilitating the i n t e r a c t i o n between a p a t i e n t and a psychot h e r a p i s t , c o n t r a s t i n g models o f t h e i r verbal exchanges are examined c r i t i c a l l y . gent models s t u d i e d a r e t h e e s s e n t i a l l y Speech A c t Theory model as used by W i l l i a m Labov, and our own i n i t i a l f o r m u l a t i o n o f a Discourse-A n a l y t i c model. Extent o f computational operat i o n a l i z a b i l i t y , degree o f fine-grainedness o f a n a l y s i s , and o t h e r p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e two developing models a r e examined. Focus and p r e c i s i o n are provided f o r the comparison by u s i n g each model v i s -a -v i s t h e same body o f p r i m a r y data.
The p r o s p e c t i v e usefulness o f such an i n t e l l i g e n t systems c a p a b i l i t y b o t h as a c l i n i c a l a i d and f o r research on t h e t h e r a p e u t i c process i s c l a r if i e d i n t h e d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e r e s u l t s o f u s i n g each o f the c o n t r a s t i n g models. To a i d i n assessing t h e f e a s i b i l i t y o f r e a l i z a t i o n s o f t h e models i n i n t e l l i g e n t systems programs, t h e i ssue o f t a c i tness/expl i c i tness i n t h e i r present form i s d i r e c t l y addressed.
As one phase i n a study o f ' i n t e l l i g e n t sysThe two emer-
d.
Among computer-based systems t h e subset o f them t h a t operates upon ' n a t u r a l language' i s c u r r e n t l y o f prime research importance--both because, f o r t e c h n o l o g i c a l advance , ''natural l a nguage computing" i s c r i t i c a l t o many f a c e t s o f t h e n e x t stages o f t h e computer r e v o l u t i o n and because , f o r s c i e n t i f i c advance , understandi ng man ' s a b i l i t y t o manipulate symbol systems i s a p r i m a r y a x i s f o r d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g human beings f r o m o t h e r organisms . Computer-based systems which cope s i gn i fi c a n t l y w i t h n a t u r a l 1 anguage symbol systems are c h a r a c t e r i z a b l e as i n t e l l i g e n t systems. paper i s an e x p l o r a t i o n o f d i f f e r i n g a n a l y t i c a l approaches t o human ' n a t u r a l language' behavior w i t h a view t o assessing t h e promise o f these v a r y i n g approaches f o r i n c o r p o r a t i o n i n t o computer-based S n t e l l i g e n t systems. The examples o f human language exchange we a t t e n d t o here a r e drawn from t h e c l i n i c a l l i t e r a t u r e . Seeking t o b e t t e r understand such language exchanges i s s i gn i f i c a n t f o r i t s p o t e n t i a l p r a c t i c a l a p p l i c a t i o n t o c l i n i c a l process, f o r i t s c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o our general understanding o f language behavior (and hence t o the s o c i a l / b e h a v i o r a l sciences as w e l l as l i n g u i s t i c s ) , and f o r i t s relevance t o the formal sciences themselves (e.g., computer science as s c i e n c e ) .
T h i s
Walter A. Sedelow * * * I n t h e course a f a number o f papers s t r e t c hi n g back over twenty years we have sought t o c l a ri f y advantages t o be gained by the a n a l y s i s o f human language behavialr w i t h the a i d o f the 'formal s c i e n c e s ' (computer science , modern l i n g u i s t i c s , rnathemati cs , e t c . ) 1c '-16 The case f o r the scient i f i c s i g n i f i c a n c e a l f such r i g o r o u s study o f l a nguage behavior as o b j e c t s o f i n v e s t i g a t i o n has been made r e c e n t l y i n o u r paper, "Formal i zed Hist o r i o g r a p h y , The S t r u c t u r e o f S c i e n t i f i c and L it e r a r y Texts: Some Issues Posed by Computational Methodology," l4 a paper o r i g i n a l l y prepared f o r t h e I n t e r n a t i o n a l Symposium on Q u a n t i
t a t i v e Methods i n the H i s t o r y o f Science h e l d a t Berkeley summer before l a s t . I n t h i s present paper the focus o f o u r a t t e n t i o n s h i f t s o n l y s l i g h t l y --t o a d i s c u s s i o n o f what i s imp1 i e d by two d i f f e r e n t proto-models when each i s considered as a b a s i s f o r e f f o r t s a t automlatically a n a l y z i n g what t r a ns p i r e s i n l i n g u i s t i c i n t e r a c t i o n between a c l i e n t and a t h e r a p i s t .
Inasmuch as i n "Formalized H i s t o r i o g r a p h y ' ' we have r e c e n t l y discussed a t some l e n g t h c u r r e n t l y emerging enhanced c r i t e r i a f o r s c i e n t i f i c achievement and t h e i r i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r a science o f l a nguage, we w i l l n o t here discuss those issues k a b s t r a c t o . But i t should be noted t h a t a c e n t r a l f e a t u r e o f o u r study o f c u r r e n t approaches t o t h e language o f p a t i e n t -c l i n i c i a n t r a n s a c t i o n s i s t h a t t h e y be t o u g h l y e v a l u a t e d w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o t h e i r r e l a t i v e c o m p u t a b i l i t y , The day i s passing--although some may f e e l , t o o s l o w l y , and o t h e r s , t o o quickly--when an ' a b s t r a c t ' verbal a n a l y s i s o f language w i t h o u t the r i g o r i m p l i e d by a r e q u i r ement o f i t s o p e r a t i o n a l i z a b i l i t y on t h e computer c o u l d be considered i n some sense s a t i s f a c t o r y , provided o f course t h a t i t passed t h e a n c i e n t i mp l i c i t t e s t o f c o n s e n s u a l i t y (i .e., o t h e r s r epeated t h e 'language o f the p u t a t i v e ' a n a l y s i s ' ) . We may say t h a t we 'understand' language s t r i n g s , and discourse, i n p r o p o r t i o n as we can automatic a l l y generate them by r u l e on the computer w i t ho u t human i n t e r v e n t i o n . As i n t h i s paper we assay v a r y i n g r o u t e s toward t h a t goal we a l s o are c o n t r i b u t i n g t o another o f our fundamental r esearch o b j e c t i v e s : the understanding o f s c i e n t if i c d i s c i p l i n e s and p r o f e s s i o n s as d i f f e r e n t i a b l e and machine-imitable s o c i a l d i a l e c t s .
Anyone f a m i l i a r w i t h the s t a t e o f c u r r e n t knowledge i n s o c i o l i n g u i s t i c s , as a l s o w i t h r e f e rence t o t h e d e t a i l e d dynamics o f p a t i e n t -c l i n i c i a n i n t e r a c t i o n s , can o n l y h a i l w i t h enthusiasm t h e accomplishment o f Labov and Fanshel i n Thera eu t i c Discourse, Psychotherapy as Conversation. I t s c a r e f u l a t t e n t i o n t o t h e p a r t i c u l a r i t y o f a c l i n i c a l t r a n s a c t i o n p r o v i d e s a h i g h e r r e s o l ut i o n as t o what goes on under such circumstances, and w i l l r i g h t l y serve, no doubt, as a model f o r much subsequent work--especial l y , perhaps, i n t h e way o f d o c t o r a l d i s s e r t a t i o n s . They were n o t , however, o r i e n t e d toward computational r e a l i z a b i li t y as a c r i t e r i o n --m u c h l e s s , as t h e c r i t i c a l c r i t e r i o n --f o r t e s t i n g t h e adequacy o f t h e i r e ff o r t . I n p r i n c i p l e i t c o u l d have happened t h a t even w i t h o u t t h a t a s p i r a t i o n t h e y m i g h t , nonet h e l e s s , have i n e f f e c t p r o v i d e d us w i t h a h i g h l y computer-realizable a n a l y s i s . I n f a c t --and i n no way t o t h e i r d i s c r e d i t --t h e y d i d n o t .
-+-I n t h e p e r s p e c t i v e o f " p o t e n t i a l a p p l i c at i o n s o f computer technology t o p a t i e n t care'' i t i s n o t o n l y consequential t h a t t h e y d i d not, i t i s f a r more consequential t h a t on c l o s e i ns p e c t i o n t h e a n a l y s i s i s found t o be f a r more supported by ' c o n s e n s u a l i t y ' than by any f o r eseeable prospect o f o p e r a t i o n a l i z a b i l i t y , espec i a l l y s c i e n t i f i c ( c o n t r a e n g i n e e r i n g ) operat i o n a l i z a b i l i t y , where we expect s p e c i f i c procedures t o be d e r i v e d from w i d e l y -a p p l i c a b l e , encompassing i deas/al g o r i thms r a t h e r than from n o n -t r a n s f e r a b l e speci a1 purposes ' f i x e s ' . The e s s e n t i a l d i f f i c u l t y i n movinq from t h e ' a n a l y s i s ' provided i n Therapeutic Discourse t o a s t e r n l y s c i e n t i f i c a n a l y s i s and s y n t h e s i s o f such d a t a as Labov and Fanshel t h e r e examine i s a d i f f i c u l t y n o t o f t h e i r making. It derive7 which t h e y employ. For a l l i t s lauded accomplishments Speech A c t Theory s u f f e r s from a fundamental flaw: i t i s a c o n t i n u a t i o n o f t h e specu l a t i ve ( f a n t a s i z i n g ) ' i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ' mythologies so l o n g beloved o f p r e -s c i e n t i f i c e f f o r t s a t t h e study o f q e o p l e and t h e i r a c t s . The t e s t o f t h e softness-pulpiness m i g h t be a b e t t e r word--of Speech A c t discourse should be apparent i n what f o l l o w s as one n o t i c e s how n o n -f o r m a l l y t h e data i s transformed. f r o m p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e Speech A c t Theory
Y 9
There i s c e r t a i n l y no a l t e r n a t i v e t o Speech A c t Theory c u r r e n t l y a v a i l a b l e which c o u l d have been employed s u c c e s s f u l l y t o achieve w i t h t h e t r a n s a c t i o n a l d a t a t h e s c i e n t i f i c understanding here enunciated as an a s p i r a t i o n . But, as we hope w i l l be e v i d e n t from t h e ensuing discussion, t h e r e i s c u r r e n t l y an emerging a l t e r n a t i v e t o Speech A c t Theory which i s more promising, b o t h f o r what a t h e o r y should do i n a science and ( n o t u n r e l a t e d l y ) f o r t h e r e a l i z a t i o n o f new computer a p p l i c a t i o n s i n medical care. T h i s p r o t o -t h e o r y i s n o t ' p e r f e c t ' . Far from i t . Even as p r e l i m in a r i e s t o a body o f t h e o r y i t i s more f u l l o f h o l e s than a Swiss cheese. But, s t i l l , i t i s more usable than Speech A c t Theory t o a t t a i n t h e ends we have i n view. This emergent t h e o r y we s h a l l c a l l Discourse A n a l y s i s Theory,
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With r e f e r e n c e t o i t s u s a b i l i t y f o r g e t t i n g programs up and r u n n i n g t h a t would g i v e us understanding--both general and pragmatic--of w h a t ' s going on (e.g., i n t h e way o f c l i n i c a l i n f e r e n c i n g ) i n i n t e r a c t i o n s i n v o l v i n g a p a t i e n t , i t should be e v i d e n t from t h e ensuing d i s c u s s i o n t h a t i t grapp l e s more e x a c t l y w i t h t h e d e t a i l o f t h e transact i o n s themselves t h a n does t h e Speech A c t approach. The speech A c t approach i s f a r more i n t e r p r e t a t i v e --i n t h e sense o f working w i t h transforms o f t h e t r a n s a c t i o n s , and what i s f a r more o f a problem, w i t h transforms w t i c h a r e u n s p e c i f i e d . i t s l i m i t a t i o n s --a n d t h e y a r e numerous, although w i t h t i m e some o f them may be overcome--Discourse A n a l y t i c Theory t o whose development we are here c o n t r i b u t i n g does p r o v i d e o p e r a t i o n s c o r r e l a t e d w i t h i t s i d e a c o n t e n t . We w i l l discuss t h e comput a t i o n a l r e a l i z a b i l i t y o f those o p e r a t i o n s a t some l e n g t h . E x p l i c i t n e s s o f procedure i s c e r t a i n l y one o f t h e p r i n c i p a l dimensions a l o n g which t h e r e i s s t r o n g d i s c r i m i n a b i l i t y between t h e two approaches. bov and Fanshel d i d was a t t e m p t i n g t o c o r r e l a t e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f a c o u s t i c contours taken from t h e recorded sessions o f t h e c l i e n t w i t h t h e t h e r ap i s t , w i t h 'something e l s e ' . U n f o r t u n a t e l y t h e something e l s e i n q u e s t i o n i s n o t t o be found i n t h e data, b u t i n an ' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ' o f i t ; i f t h a t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n were a l a w f u l l y c o n t r o l l e d --i .e., f o r m a l l y adequate--transform o f w e l l -s p e c if i e d segments o f t h e l i n g u i s t i c s t r i n g , then t h e r e m i g h t have been no problem; b u t i n f a c t , as a l r e a d y i n d i c a t e d , t h e ' t r a n s f o r m ' i s u n c o n t r o l l e d , and however suggestive i t might be i t i s n o t i ns t a n t i a l o f t h e general form ' I f A, then B.' A p a r t from any theory-of-method grounds f o r o b j e c t i o n t o optimism about t h e c o m p u t a b i l i t y o f these ' i n t e p r e t a t i o n s ' and, hence, o f 'meanings' (e.g. , " t e n s i o n r e l e a s e " ) , t o be c o r r e l a t e d w i t h t h e a c o u s t i c contours, f o r those who a r e addit i o n a l l y reassured by an expert e n t i a1 f i n d i n g i t i s worth n o t i n g t h a t t h e e x t e n s i v e experience o f t h e (D)ARPA Speech Understanding p r o j e c t s (as a t Carnegie M e l l o n U n i v e r s i t y ; B o l t , Beranek, and Newman; t h e System Development C o r p o r a t i o n ) underscores t h e l a c k o f success i n mapping d i r e c t l y from a c o u s t i c i n f o r m a t i o n i n t o a l e x i c o n o f meani n g s . The s i m i l a r i t i e s among contours have proved t o be t o o great--re1 a t i v e t o known i n s t r u m e n t a t i o n and techniques--to a l l o w o f unambiguous d i s c r i m i na t i o n among them as needed f o r r e c o n s t r u c t i o n a t t h e l e v e l o f meaning. I n p o i n t o f f a c t even w i t h i n known and h i g h l y c o n s t r a i n e d domains o f d i s c o u r s e i t has r e q u i r e d t h e m o b i l i z a t i o n o f b o t h s y n t a c t i c and frame-of-reference cues a l o n g with t h e a c o u s t i c cues t o s u c c e s s f u l l y approximate t o a r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ( ' s y n t h e s i s ' o r 'format i o n ' ) i n verbal elements o f an o r i g i n a l t e s t s t r i n g w i t h i n a discourse.
To c o n v e r t t h e c a t e g o r i e s c u r r e n t i n Speech A c t Theory, such as i s used i n Labov and Fanshel, from t h e i r c u r r e n t c h a r a c t e r o f f a n t a s i z i n g 'abs t r a c t i o n s ' i t s e l f i m p l i e s a s o p h i s t i c a t i o n i n language a n a l y s i s a t l e a s t c u r r e n t l y w e l l beyond t h e s t a t e o f t h e a r t .
For a l l
One v e r y a t t r a c t i v e p r o p e r t y o f t h e work LaOn c r i t i c a l examination does Discourse Analy s i s Theory i n i t s p r e s e n t form f a r e much b e t t e r than Speech A c t Theory? Somewhat, b u t n o t much, though t h e i m p o r t a n t d i f f e r e n t i a i s a c h o i c e by Grimes and o t h e r s 2 y 7 o f s t r i n g p r o p e r t i e s which, comparatively, l o o k t o be o p e r a t i o n a l l y construable, even though t h e y have n o t been so construed i n a n y t h i n g l i k e every p r e s e n t o r p r o s p e c t i v e des i r a b l e i n s t a n c e . I n t h e c o n c l u d i n g s e c t i o n o f t h i s paper we w i l l i n d i c a t e how--out o f o u r own e a r l i e r work and sometimes b u i l d i n g on t h e e f f o r t s o f Grimes and h i s students--we have begun t o p r o v i d e a computer-realizable a n a l y s i s o f d i scourse, i n c l u d i n g a s e t o f c a t e g o r i e s and t h e o re t i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s (i .e., emergent Discourse A n a l y s i s Theory). i n t e r p r e t discourse as i f i t were a t l e a s t q u a s isynonymous w i t h dialogue. area o f discourse a n a l y s i s --l i n g u i s t s such as Robert Longacre and Joseph Grimes--would c e rt a i n l y r e g a r d such a d e f i n i t i o n as e x c e s s i v e l y narrow and r e s t r i c t i v e . We f i n d t h e broader cons t r u c t i o n s more u s e f u l .
Others w o r k i n g i n t h e Generally,discourse may be thought o f as any spoken o r w r i t t e n s t r i n g o f l i n g u i s t i c e l ements perceived as comprising a u n i t . I n pract i c e , discourse a n a l y s i s i s u s u a l l y concerned w i t h u n i t s l a r g e r than t h e i n d i v i d u a l sentence. That i s n o t t o say d i s c o u r s e a n a l y s i s i s n o t concerned w i t h m i c r o -l i n g u i s t i c phenomena, such as tense and aspect and o t h e r such c a t e g o r i e s , b u t t h a t concern i s w i t h t h e way(s) these phenomena both b i n d t o g e t h e r and make understandable s t r i n g s o f sentences, paragraphs, chapters and t h e l i k e . L i t e r a r y c r i t i c s concerned w i t h c h a r a c t e rNow l i n g u i s t i c s i s t i c s o f t h e s t r u c t u r e o f l i t e r a r y t e x t s , o f course, have l o n g been p e r f o r m i n g a p a r t i c u l a r t y p e o f a n a l y s i s o f discourse. seems t o be emerging b o t h as c e n t r a l t o t h e analy s i s o f discourse, and even as a paradigmatic focus f o r t h e a n a l y s
i s o f d i s c o u r s e . I n p a r t , t h a t has come about because a number o f c r e a t i v e 1 i n g u i s t s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e Summer I n s t i t u t e o f L i n g u i s t i c s , i n c l u d i n g Longacre and Grimes
, have f o r many y e a r s been a p p l y i n g t h e i r l i ng u i s t i c e x p e r t i s e t o problems o f t r a n s l a t i o n from one language t o another.
As i n t h e course o f e a r l y machine t r a n s l at i o n e f f o r t s i t became apparent t h a t word-forword t r a n s l a t i o n from one language t o another was n o t s u c c e s s f u l , so i t i s a l s o apparent t h a t sentence-by-sentence t r a n s l a t i o n i s inadequate. Pronouns, f o r which t h e s p e c i f i c i d e n t i f i c a t i o na l / r e f e r e n t i a l i n f o r m a t i o n i s o f t e n l o c a t e d somewhere o t h e r than w i t h i n t h e sentence i n which t h e pronouns occur, a r e an o f t e n c i t e d example o f l i n g u i s t i c phenomena which cannot be s a t i sf a c t o r i l y explained/understood by models which t a k e t h e sentence as t h e u n i t w i t h i n which phenomena a r e t o be e x p l i c a t e d . example of a f r e q u e n t phenomenon f o r which e x t r as e n t e n t i a l i n f o r m a t i o n i s mandatory. Other areas
of 1 i ngui s t i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n such as p r e s u p p o s i t i o n and i m p l i c a t u r e a r e a l s o h e l p i n g t o l e a d l i n g u i s t s beyond t h e c o m f o r t i n g boundaries o f t h e sentence
i n t o t h e great, b u t r a t h e r formidable , unknown.
E l l i p s i s i s another
T h i s surge o f i n t e r e s t i n discourse a n a l y s i s among l i n g u i s t s i s now o c c u r r i n g i n p a r a l l e l w i t h --and r e c e i v i n g a d d i t i o n a l impetus from--a s t r o n g l y f e l t need t o do something about t h e r e a d i n g and w r i t i n g s k i l l s o f youngsters i n o u r school systems; requests f o r research proposals i n t h e areas o f r e a d i n g comprehension and composition now f r e q u e n t l y make r e f e r e n c e t o discourse.
As t h e e a r l i e r r e f e r e n c e t o ' t h e g r e a t unknown' beyond t h e sentence may be taken t o i m p l y t h e r e i s a t p r e s e n t no coherent t h e o r y o r model f o r t h e a n a l y s i s o f discourse. I n t h e i r e a r l y work Longacre and students associated w i t h him drew on i d e a s from tagmenic a n a l y s i s and have produced some i n t u i t i v e l y s a t i s f y i n g gross d i s t i n ct i o n s among v a r i o u s types o f discourse--such as n a r r a t i v e , h o r t a t o r y , and procedural discourses. The discourse c a t e g o r i e s o r u n i t s used i n t h e i r models are, however, v e r y coarse. F o r example, i n n a r r a t i v e paragraphs, b u i l d -u p tagmemes a r e ident i f i e d ; and i n e x p l a n a t o r y paragraphs, t h e r e are, among o t h e r s , reason , r e s u l t and warning tagmemes.
The ' e x i s t e n c e ' o f such u n i t s i n these types o f d i s c o u r s e may seem i n t u i t i v e l y l i k e l y , b u t such ' i n t u i t i v e ' r e c o g n i t i o n i s a l o n g way from t h e knowledge t o w r i t e r u l e s which w i l l generate o r describe b u i 1 d-ups o r warnings. Longacre cert a i n l y recognizes these problems and f o r t h e study o f discourse, he has shown a w i l l i n g n e s s t o cons i d e r a broad range o f l i n g u i s t i c models and a n a ly t i c a l procedures. I n a r e c e n t paper, Longacre urged h i s audience t o
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"become i n c r e a s i n g l y aware o f t h e importance o f d i scourse analysis.. , .As a byproduct.. . , we may f i n d ourselves once more i n some sense l e a d i n g t h e f i e l d
LTf l i n g u i s t i c g i n s t e a d o f w o r k i n g o f f
i n some l i t t l e c o r n e r a l l by ourselves.
We can c o n t r i b u t e t o new and e x c i t i n g development on t h e f r o n t i e r s o f o u r d i s c ip l i n e , Rather than c o n t i n u i n g t o squabble o v e r d i f f e r e n t p o i n t s o f view and approaches we can use every p o s s i b l e approach t o a b e t t e r understanding o f t h e s u b j e c t a t hand. 'I6
I n t h e i r book, Therapeutic Discourse, Labov and Fanshel r e l i e d v e r y h e a v i l y upon i d e a s from Speech A c t theory, w h i l e Grimes, although a l s o a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e Summer I n s t i t u t e o f L i n g u i st i c s t o o k a somewhat d i f f e r e n t t a c k from t h a t followed i n i t i a l l y by Longacre. We w i l l use some o f t h e ideas o f Grimes and h i s students as a p o i n t o f departure f o r t h e core o f t h i s presentat i o n . I n h i s book, The Thread of Discourse, *
Grimes d e s c r i b e s some d i s c o v e r y techniques, o r h e u r i s t i c s , f o r t h e a n a l y s i s o f discourse. I t occ u r r e d t o us t h a t i t might be i n s t r u c t i v e t o use these d i s c o v e r y techniques f o r a n a l y s i s o f some o f t h e m a t e r i a l a l s o analyzed by Labov and Fanshel i n Therapeutic Discourse, and t h e n t o compare t h e r es u l t s o f t h e two approaches t o e s t a b l i s h what had
been 1 earned about d i scourse and i t s a n a l y s i s . We chose t o t r y t o analyze t h e Episode 1 dialogue between t h e p a t i e n t and t h e r a p i s t i n t h e Labov and Fanshel m a t e r i a l ; and t h e procedure was t o study t h a t episode both i n i s o l a t i o n from a l l o t h e r episodes i n Labov and Fanshel and p r i o r t o r e a d i n g any p a r t s o f t h e Labov and Fanshel book, which d e s c r i b e s t h e i r a n a l y t i c a l procedures and presents t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f d i s c o u r s e p a tt e r n s made 'apparent' by t h e i r procedures.
The two d i s c o v e r y techniques d e s c r i b e d by Grimes t h a t we used a r e t h e Thurman Chart and Span
A n a l y s i s . Thurman was a s t u d e n t o f Grimes and he proposed a c h a r t (Figure 1 ) which would h e l p t h e discourse a n a l y s t , both t o i d e n t i f y c o n s t i t u e n t s o f discourse and t o see what s o r t o f p a t t e r n s t h e c o n s t i t u e n t s formed w i t h i n t h e discourse b e i n g examined. Span A n a l y s i s ( F i g u r e 2) i s a condensed v e r s i o n o f i n f o r m a t i o n from t h e Thurman Chart (although i t need n o t be r e s t r i c t e d t o t h e Thurman C h a r t ) , and i t i s intended t o r e v e a l p a tt e r n i n g more c l e a r l y .
The Thurman Chart assumes t h a t t h e i n v e s t ig a t o r has a l r e a d y i d e n t i f i e d t h e boundaries o f t h e discourse t o be examined. Thus, a b a s i c dec i s i o n --s e l e c t i o n o f a l i n g u i s t i c s t r i n g as a d i s c o u r s e --i s a p r i o r i r e l a t i v e t o t h e d i s c o v e r y techniques p r o v i d e d by t h e Thurman Chart. It i s p o s s i b l e , o f course, t h a t examination o f t h e
Thurman Chart w i l l p r o v i d e data s u p p o r t i n g t h e a p r i o r i choice, c i r c u l a r l y ; b u t t h a t remains t o be seen. Since we e l e c t e d t o use t h e Labov-Fanshe1 m a t e r i a l , we s i m p l y chose as t h e discourse u n i t t h e m a t e r i a l t h e y had a l r e a d y designated as Episode 1.
Probably we should n o t e i n passing t h a t o u r i n c l i n a t i o n when u s i n g any d i s c o v e r y technique i s t o proceed as f a r as p o s s i b l e 'thoughtl e s s l y . ' Then as a guide t o b a s i c assumptions one can i n s p e c t whatever has been w r i t t e n down--t h a t i s , t h e d i s c o v e r y technique can h e l p make e x p l i c i t what has been taken f o r granted. Also, when i t i s n o t p o s s i b l e t o proceed f u r t h e r t h o u g h t l e s s l y , one i s made aware o f gaps i n what may be r e f e r r e d t o as an i m p l i c i t s e t o f r u l e s .
Such gaps f o r c e one t o examine t h e r u l e s w i t h a view toward reworking them, expanding them, o r both.
t o w r i t e i n t h e l e f t -m o s t column t h e s t r i n g cons t i t u e n t s o f t h e discourse. I n h i s d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e Thurman Chart, Grimes suggests t h a t t h e s t r i n g c o n s t i t u e n t s be clauses, and we began t o break up Episode 1 on t h e assumption o f f o l l o w i n g t h a t suggestion. So o u r f i r s t e n t r y on a Thurman Chart was "I d o n ' t know.. .whether$" and o u r second e n t r y was "1-1 t h i n k I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g . " Obviously we were a l r e a d y i n t r o u b l e because we The f i r s t t a s k i n u s i n g t h e Thurman C h a r t i s had two p o s s i b l e clauses i n t h e second e n t r y .
P r e t t y c l e a r l y , when r e a d i n g "1-1 t h i n k I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g , " we presumed an e l i d e d " t h a t " s e r v i n g as a c o n n e c t i v e between "1-1 t h i n k " and what was b e i n g t h o u g h t , which c o n c e p t u a l l y produced a s i n g l e clause, "1-1 t h i n k I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g . " Students i n e U n i v e r s i t y o f Kansas l i n g u i s t i c s course ( L i n g u i s t i c s 723, Discourse A n a l y s i s ) , f e l t " t h a t " was presumption and urged c l i n g i n g t o t h e ' s u r f a c e ' i f a t a l l p o s s i b l e . Since we agree w i t h them as t o t h e importance o f t h e 'surface,' --a l t e r n a t i v e l y , t h e r e a l i t y under inspection--we decided t o d i v i d e "1-1 t h i n k " from "I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g . " B u t we were amused t o n o t i c e , when t h e c h a r t was redone i n o r d e r t o add c a t e g o r i e s and s h i f t c a t e g o r i e s , t h a t once again we autom a t i c a l l y combined "1-1 t h i n k " w i t h "I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g . " As w i l l be e v i d e n t i n t h e a n a l y s i s o f t h i s p a r t i c u l a r discourse, i t i s d e s i r a b l e t o separate "1-1 t h i n k " from "I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g . "
Having made t h i s d e c i s i o n as t o t h e u n i t s , o t h e r analogous d i v i s i o n s o f what
we had i n t u it i v e l y d e f i n e d as clauses were necessary. As an i n d i c a t i o n o f how f i r m assumptions a r e i n some o f t h e s e m a t t e r s , we might n o t e t h a t i n i t i a l l y no one i n L m g u i s t i c s 728 c o u l d b r i n g h i m s e l f t o make some o f these f u r t h e r d i v i s i o n s --b u t u l t i m a t e l y decided t h a t we had t o behave c o n s i s t e n t l y . So, f o r example, i n 1.1 C i n episode 1, "now I d o n ' t know" i s separated from " i f I d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g " and i n 1.5 A "I know" i s separated f r o m t h e m a t e r i a l preceding i t and from " t h a t I can g e t a l o n g w i t ho u t my mother" and i n 1.5 B "I know t h a t " i s sepa r a t e d from t h e f o l l o w i n g m a t e r i a l . C l e a r l y , a t t h i s p o i n t , t h e n o t i o n o f t h e clause as i n some sense t h e p r i m i t i v e s t r i n g c o n s t i t u e n t has been abandoned. I n 1 .5 A, t h e connecting " t h a t " i s -n o t e l i d e d ("I know t h a t I can g e t along w i t h o u t my mother," and each o f t h e o t h e r examples j u s t c i t e d a l s o represents a d e p a r t u r e from t h e clause r u l e ) . L a t e r , we decided t o s e t up a separate category (Speech A c t s ) f o r t h e "I know's," "I t h i n k ' s , " e t c . because we f e l t t h a t such s t a t ements m i g h t p r o v i d e l e a d s t o t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l s t a t u s o f t h e p a t i e n t and, thus, t h a t t h e y should indeed be separated o u t whether o r n o t t h e y were independent clauses, w r i t e d i a l o g u e on paper, was t o c o n s i d e r such s t r i n g s as "So she said, 'oh, why?" as a u n i t . Again, t h e r e was o b j e c t i o n from some of t h e L i ng u i s t i c s 728 p a r t i c i p a n t s and d i v i s i o n s were d u l y made between "so she s a i d " and "oh why." I n t h e o t h e r analogous examples i n t h e episode, "I s a i d " and "she s a i d " were a l l separated o u t from t h e a c t u a l q u o t a t i o n s . The q u o t a t i o n s themselves were t r e a t e d as u n i t s and on a t l e a s t one occas i o n t h e q u o t a t i o n was p e r c e i v e d as c o n s i s t i n g o f two u n i t s . That occurs i n 1.10, " w e l l , t h i n g s a r e g e t t i n g j u s t a l i t t l e t o o much" which i s sepa r a t e d from " T h i s i s --i s j i s ' g e t t i n ' t o o h a r d and ... I." discourse c o n s t i t u e n t s f o r t h e Thurman Chart, we were a l s o r e a d i n g John Lyons's two volume overview Another assumption, based on t h e ways we A t t h e t i m e we were t r y i n g t o i d e n t i f y t h e 8 of semantics (Semantics 1 and Semantics 2 ) noted t h a t t h e d i v i s i o n o f language f u n c t i o n s i n t o d e s c r i p t i v e , expressive, and s o c i a l f u n c t i o n s might be helpful--perhaps e s p e c i a l l y i n t h i s p a rt i c u l a r Episode 1 context o f a conversation between a p a t i e n t and t h e r a p i s t . D e s c r i p t i v e i nformation i s taken t o be f a c t u a l i n the sense t h a t i t can be e
I n the sample Thurman-Chart, taken d i r e c t l y from Grimes, you see t h a t t h e r e a r e headings f o r Event, I d e n t i f i c a t i o n , S e t t i n g , Background, C o l l a t e r a l , and Performative. There a r e a l s o v e r t i c a l l i n e s on t h e c h a r t and each o f those l i n e s i s t o be assigned t o a p a r t i c i p a n t ; i f a given p a r t i c i p a n t appears i n a c e r t a i n event, then a mark i s made on the l i n e . We decided t o t r y t o use each o f t h e c a t e g o r i e s suggested by Grimes. I n a d d i t i o n , we d i v i d e d S e t t i n g i n t o s p a t i a l and temporal s e t t i n g and added a column, PLP. PLP stands f o r "Pesky L i t t l e P a r t i c l e " and i s used by Grimes t o r e f e r t o f u n c t i o n words o rd i n a r i l y o p e r a t i n g a t t h e clause l e v e l o r above. We a l s o i n c l u d e d a column f o r anaphoric r e f e rence ( r e f e r r i n g back) and cataphoric r e f e r e n c e ( r e f e r r i n g forward).
i n c l u d e d a Non-Event column .
Grimes does n o t p r o v i d e c l e a r d e f i n i t i o n s f o r h i s suggested categories. There are, instead, ' i n t u i t i v e ' g u i d e l i n e s based on examples, as w e l l as a few statements as t o what t h e c a t e g o r i e s comprise. It should be borne i n mind t h a t t h e categories o f t e n overlap. e x c l u s i v e . Thus, h i s c a t e g o r i e s "Event" and " P a r t i c i p a n t s " a r e i n t e r r e l a t e d and, e s s e n t i a l l y , d e f i n e d i n terms o f each o t h e r . An event i s anyt h i n g done by a p a r t i c i p a n t and, according t o Grimes, t h e p a r t i c i p a n t i s a human b e i n g who does something.
To economize we w i l l i n d i c a t e i n t h e c o n t e x t of t h e Grimes d e f i n i t i o n s some OF our divergences from Grimes. We f e e l t h a t p a r t i c i p a n t s do n o t have t o be human o r even animate. I t i s possible, though, t h a t a n y t h i n g i d e n t i fi ed as a p a r t i c i p a n t f u l f i l l s t h e r o l e of Agent. The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n column r e f e r s t o p a r t i c i p a n t s o n l y . Any r e f e rence t o a p a r t i c i p a n t --w h e t h e r the r e f e r e n c e i s by pronoun, proper name, comnon noun, o r whatever --i s recorded i n the I d e n t i f i c a t i o n column. When d e a l i n g w i t h t h e p a t i e n t -t h e r a p i s t episode we used t h i s column t o i n c l u d e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s , such as and It seems I n a d d i t i o n we e x p l i c i t l y They a r e n o t m u t u a l l y "nobody else," "everybody else," ( c f . 1.6.6), and " t h i n g s " ( c f . 1 . l o ) , f o r which we h a d n ' t e x p l i c i t l y made columns i n t h e P a r t i c i p a n t s ' section. We dec i d e d t h a t i n t h i s c o n t e x t "nobody e l s e " and comparable l o c u t i o n s were f i l l i n g Agentive r o l e s and should be thought o f as p a r t i c i p a n t s .
To proceed w i t h t h e Thurman Chart c a t e g o r i e s provided by Grimes, S e t t i n g i s , o f course, the p l a c e and time i n which t h e events t a k e place. As observed e a r l i e r we immediately decided t h a t t h e r e should be separate columns f o r s p a t i a l and temporal s e t t i n g s . l a t e r a l as non-event i n f o r m a t i o n . Background i s vaguely described as "the secondary i n f o r m a t i o n used t o c l a r i f y a n a r r a t i v e .
I a 2 Such i n f o r m a t i o n , t o quote Grimes again, " i s n o t p a r t o f the narrat i v e s themselves, b u t stands o u t s i d e them and c l a r i f i e s them.'' C o l l a t e r a l i s t h a t i n f o r m a t i o n i n t h e n a r r a t i v e , which i n s t e a d o f t e l l i n g what d i d happen, t e l l s what d i d n o t happen. "It ranges o v e r p o s s i b l e events, and i n so doing, s e t s o f f what a c t u a l l y does happen a g a i n s t what might have happened." We w i l l r e c u r t o the s u b j e c t o f Background and C o l l a t e r a l as categories, and here w i l l o n l y n o t e t h a t we soon decided t h a t Background i n f o r m a t i o n c o u l d c e r t a i n l y i n c l u d e events used as background.
Grimes regards S e t t i n g , Background, and Col-
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By i n f e r e n c e from h i s examples, Grimes def i n e s Performative i n a v a r i e t y o f ways, r a n g i n g from t h e f u n c t i o n o f "I pronounce you man and w i f e " through t h e statement "Your back porch j u s t f e l l o f f " t o saying t h a t "The p l a c e where an a c t o f speech occurs i s a l s o p a r t o f t h e p e r f o r m a t i v e information.It I n an i n i t i a l pass a t Episode 1, we l i s t e d under Performative d e i c t i c i n f o r m a t i o n p o i n t i n g t o t h e speaker and the hearer and t o the l o c a t i o n o f t h e speaker and hearer.
Under "Pesky L i t t l e P a r t i c l e , ' ' we had a l l o f t h e t h e r a p i s t ' s "M'ms" and "Mm-hms" as w e l l as "whether," "SOS ,'I "ands," and so on.
I n i t i a l l y i n t r y i n g t o f i l l i n the columns on t h e Thurman Chart t h e r e were a m u l t i t u d e o f problems, t h e r e s o l u t i o n o f some o f which we have a l r e a d y i n d i c a t e d by s t a t i n g how o u r d e f i n it i o n s o f some o f t h e c a t e g o r i e s represents i n some instances a departure from t h a t provided by Grimes. I t should be noted t h a t Grimes s t r o n g l y urges t h e a p p l i c a t i o n o f the Thurman Chart and o f Span A n a l y s i s o n l y t o simple n a r r a t i v e s .
c h a r a c t e r i z e s simple n a r r a t i v e s as having w e l lseparated p a r t i c i p a n t s and a n a r r a t i v e sequence i n which events t h a t are t o l d match t h e sequence i n which t h e events a c t u a l l y happened. Grimes says t h a t t e x t s w i t h flashbacks o r t e x t s t h a t beg i n i n t h e middle o f t h i n g s should n o t be considered, a t l e a s t i n i t i a l l y . 
Episode One i s n o t a simple n a r r a t i v e , and thus i t might be expected t h a t some o f Grimes's c a t e g o r i e s would n o t cope w i t h Episode One. On t h e o t h e r hand, i t was d i f f i c u l t f o r t h e students He i n L i n g u i s t i c s 728 t o f i n d n a r r a t i v e simple enough t o be comprehended by Grimes's c a t e g o r i e s . I n general, we t h i n k i t i s sometimes d e s i r a b l e e a r l y on t o move from the a p p a r e n t l y simple cases t o more complex cases. We a l l understand t h e need f o r sometimes b u t t h e r e i s always t h e s e r i o u s danger o f regardi n g t h e simple cases and c a t e g o r i e s a p p r o p r i a t e t o those cases as t h e p r i m i t i v e s upon
E a r l y on, some computer s c i e n t i s t s seem t o have supposed t h a t i f t h e y knew how t o manip u l a t e and analyze a t a b l e c o n t a i n i n g , say, 100 words , t h e y would then be a b l e t o a p p l y d i r e c t l y
what t h e y had l e a r n e d t o a l l o t h e r such t a b l e s , no m a t t e r how l a r g e . They have s i n c e discovered t h a t a v e r y 'Large data base i s , i n i t s e l f , a p r i m i t i v e i n a very l a r g e data base system. A v e r y l a r g e d a t a base i s l i k e l y t o occupy a l l a v a i l a b l e space i n the c e n t r a l computer as w e l l as being s c a t t e r e d around on d i s c f i l e s , o r tape f i l e s , o r both. Such an e n t i t y i s an ent i r e l y d i f f e r e n t o b j e c t from a l i t t l e t a b l e h e l d i n t h e main computer, and i t s m a n i p u l a t i o n and a n a l y s i s r e q u i r e and a n a l y t i c a l system.
w o u l d n ' t have been the r i g i d d i v i s h n s ( l a b e l s ) i n t o say, Syntax and Semantics, i f t h e y had n o t somehow been t r a n s f e r r e d from what was a t f i r s t seen as an easy-case problem s o l u t i o n approach--as f o r example, i s o l a t i n g s y n t a c t i c c o n s i d e r a t i o n s from semantic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s and v i c e -v e r s a --i n t o b e i n g regarded as p r i m i t i v e c a t e g o r i e s . What we a r e beginning t o see i n L i n g u i s t i c s w i t h t h e r e v i v a l o f t h e n o t i o n tf systemic grammars by H a l l i d a y and o t h e r s i s , we hope, a c a r r y i n g f o r w a r d o f t h e very a t t r a ct i v e n o t i o n s o f language systems one found among t h e s t r u c t u r a l i s t s i n t h e f i e l d o f l i n g u i st i c s t o more complicated conceptions o f systems and i n t e r a c t i n g subsystems which w i l l t a k e account o f t h e m u l t i p l e f u n c t i o n s o f l i n g u i s t i c elements, and a l s o p r o v i d e the conceptual t o o l s necessary f o r b u i l d i n g t h e o r i e s and models adequate f o r a domain as complicated as d i s c o u r s e a n a l y s i s , A l l o f t h i s d i s c u s s i o n i s a way o f emphas i z i n g and suggesting reasons f o r o u r r e a l i z at i o n t h a t the Thurman Chart c a t e g o r i e s as de-
f i n e d by Grimes were n o t going t o be adequate a n a l y t i c a l c a t e g o r i e s f o r much o f t h e discourse we wanted t o study.
When John Searle spoke t o the Discourse A n a l y s i s c l a s s , we used t h a t occasion t o seek f u r t h e r c l a r i t y concerning t h e P e r f o r m a t i v e .
P a r t i a l l y as a r e s u l t o f t h a t d i s c u s s i o n , we dec i d e d t o dispense w i t h Performative as an a n a l y ti c a l category and i n s t e a d t o i n t r o d u c e a Speaker/Hearer A x i s (a term borrowed from beginning w i t h a s i m p l e case, a v e r y d i f f e r e n t m a n i p u l a t i v e Likewise i n L i n g u i s t i c s , we b e l i e v e t h e r e 3
Grimes) which would i n c l u d e d e i c t i c i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t i n t u r n would i n c l u d e p a r t i c i p a n t s and both S p a t i a l and Temporal S e t t i n g s . We a l s o decided t o i n c l u d e a column e n t i t l e d Speech A c t Events und e r which we l i s t e d such t h i n g s as "I d o n ' t know," "I t h i n k , " e t c . which, although placed under the general heading Events, can a l s o be understood t o be p a r t o f the Speaker/Hearer A x i s . I n a d d i t i o n , we concluded t h a t i t m i g h t be useful t o have a column l a b e l e d Speech A c t ' P a r t i c l e s ' which would be separate from t h e e n t r i e s i n the PLP column. We f e l t t h a t i t would be d e s i r a b l e t o d i s t i n g u i s h between, f o r example, the use o f " i f " i n 1.2.C ( " l i k e i f she leaves on Sunday") and the use o f "now" i n 1 .1.C ("Now, I d o n ' t know i f I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g . " ) .
Also, i t seemed necessary t o do something n o t o n l y w i t h t h e t h e r a p i s t ' s "Mms" and "Mm-hms" but a l s o w i t h t h e "umms," stammers, "ands," " l i k e s , " e t c . i n c l u d e d i n the c l i e n t ' s discourse. I n the new Thurman Chart, we disposed o f the non-event category and i n s t e a d had Speech A c t Events, a1 ready mentioned, and Other Events.
As t o Background, we d i s t i n g u i s h between Event Background and Other Background and a l s o t o t r y t o keep t r a c k o f the n e s t i n g o f Background w i t h i n Background. Recognizing t h a t t o i n c l u d e Events i n Background a1 so meant i n c l udi ng P a r t i c i p a n t s , I d e n t i f i c a t i o n , S e t t i n g , and a l l t h e o t h e r categ o r i e s a l r e a d y i n the c h a r t , we l i s t such i n f o rm a t i o n under the r e g u l a r columns b u t s u b s c r i p t w i t h a B o r B1 ( i n d i c a t i n g n e s t i n g w i t h i n Background) so as t o i n d i c a t e j u s t what embedding o f events, P a r t i c i p a n t s w i t h i n the events, e t c . we
were deal i ng w i t h . S e t t i n g up t h e Thurman Chart w i t h these c a t e g o r i e s ( F i g u r e 3) made c l e a r v a r i o u s subsystems, i n c l u d i n g (a) the p a t i e n t and t h e r ap i s t r e l a t i n g t o each o t h e r , (b) the p a t i e n t r e l a t i n g t o some e a r l i e r event o r thought which she wants t h e t h e r a p i s t t o know about, and ( c ) t h e p a t i e n t r e l a t i n g t o h e r mother w i t h i n the Background events she n a r r a t e s .
Again, t o economize, we w i l l n o t e here t h a t Labov and Fanshel a l s o recognize a need t o i d e nt i f y embedded f i e l d s o f d i s c o u r s e . T h e i r f i e l d s a r e discussed i n terms o f t h e c o n c e n t r i c frames i n which t h e p a t i e n t ' s behavior i s embedded. I n t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s the outermost frame i s the i n s t i t u t i o n o f psychotherapy. W i t h i n t h a t frame i s t h e t h e r a p e u t i c i n t e r v i e w . The f i e l d o f d i scourse a p p r o p r i a t e t o t h a t frame they l a b e l " i n t e r v i e w s t y l e " ( I V ) , n o t i n g t h a t such d i s c o u r s e " i s e a s i l y recognized as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f t h e t h e r a p e u t i c session by s p e c i a l vocabulary:
' i nt e r p r e t a t i o n , ' ' r e l a t i o n s h i p , ' ' g u i 1 t, ' ' t o p r esent o n e s e l f , ' 'working r e l a t i o n s h i p , ' and so on."
They i d e n t i f y as "a more i m p o r t a n t mark o f the i n t e r v i e w s t y l e ...
. The o v e r t t o p i c :
b e h a v i o r a r e e v a l u a t e d as o b j e c t s i n themselves. I n the i n t e r v i e w s t y l e , one does n o t express emotions b u t t a l k s about them."5 Embedded w i t h i n the I n t e r v i e w frame i s the N a r r a t i v e Frame. The f i e l d o f d i s c o u r s e approp r i a t e t o t h a t frame they l a b e l "everyday s t y l e " emotions and (EV), " i n which t h e p a t i e n t t e l l s about t h e l e y e n t s o f t h e preceding days i n a f a l r l y ' n e u t r a l , obj e c t i v e ,' ' c o l l o q u i a l s t y l e . " ' Everyday s t y l e i s "marked by the absence o f e m o t i o n a l l y c o l o r e d language on the one hand, and o f a b s t r a c t , t h e r a p e u t i c a l l y o r i e n t e d language on the ~t h e r . "~ When l a b e l l i n g f i e l d s o f d i s c o u r s e i n the p a t i e n t -c l i n i c i a n sessions, Labov and Fanshel i n t r o d u c e 1 N, " i n d i c a t i n g a c o n t i n u i n g n a r r a t i v e structure"'.
Thus, embedded w i t h i n N a r r a t i v e are excerpts u s i n g a " f a m i l y s t y l e " (F) o f discourse. s t y l e i s t h e f i e l d o f discourse i n which s t r o n g emotions a r e expressed. It i s t h e i d i o m t h a t "seems" t o r e p r e s e n t the s t y l e a c t u a l l y used i n the p a t i e n t ' s f a m i l y ~i t u a t i o n .~ Examples o f f a m i l y s t y l e a r e " g e t t i n ' a l i t t l e n u t s " and the f i n a l " a ' r e a d y " i n " g e t t i n ' a l i t t l e nuts a ' ready . " Labov and Fanshel's i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f I nt e r v i e w Style seems t o r e s t almost e x c l u s i v e l y upon semantic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , n o t a b l y word meanings, and t h e y do n o t say how t h e y d i s t i nguish between discourse s t r i n g s which express emotions and those which t a l k about emotions as o b j e c t s . t o r e s t upon semantic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ( ' n e u t r a l ,I
' o b j e c t i v e , I no I e m o t i o n a l l y c o l o r e d 1 anguage' ) as w e l l as upon whatever c r i t e r i a (these seem t o be assumed; t h e y are n o t s p e c i f i e d ) Labov and Fanshel use t o i d e n t i f y a discourse s t r i n g as a n a r r a t i v e . Family s t y l e seems i n p a r t dependent upon semantic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s (exp r e s s i o n o f s t r o n g emotions) as w e l l as upon a l t e r a t i o n s i n word forms ( t h e dropping o f f i n a l endings,etc.).
The sub-systems we have t e n t a t i v e l y i d e nt i f i e d --p a t i e n t and t h e r a p i s t r e l a t i n g t o each o t h e r , p a t i e n t r e l a t i n g t o an e a r l i e r event o r thought which she wants the t h e r a p i s t t o know about, p a t i e n t r e l a t i n g t o h e r mother w i t h i n the Background events she n a r r a t e s --c e r t a i n l y bear some resemblance t o the f i e l d s o f d i scourse i d e n t i f i e d by Labov and Fanshel. But the systems we have i n mind more s t r o n g l y c o rr e l a t e w i t h s h i f t s i n mood, tense, and o t h e r d e i c t i c i n f o r m a t i o n r e l a t i v e t o the basic Speaker/Hearer A x i s than do t h e Labov and Fanshe1 f i e l d s , which seem more s p e c i f i c a l l y t i e d t o the t h e r a p e u t i c i n t e r v i e w c o n t e x t .
Our Thurman Chart a n a l y s i s shows t h e m u l t ip l i c i t y o f f u n c t i o n o f some o f t h e l i n g u i s t i c elements i n the episode, q u e n t l y appearing i d e n t i f i e r "1" (and v a r i a n t s o f " I " ) r e f e r s both t o t h e Speaker/Hearer A x i s and t o a speaker r e l a t i n g t o a p a s t event, and t o a speaker p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n p a s t events.
One sees t h e " I L 1 both under the Speaker/Hearer Axis and under the p a r t i c i p a n t i d e n t i f i c a t i o n column, and one a l s o sees t h e " I " merging i n and out o f v a r i o u s forms of Background informat i o n . the mother, and t h e r a p i s t are d i f f e r e n t l y i nd i c a t e d , makes those p o i n t s ( F i g u r e 4 ) .
Family
Everyday Style a l s o would seem For example, t h e f r eThe Span A n a l y s i s Chart, i n which p a t i e n t , Examples o f u n i t s we t r e a t e d as Background events a r e "I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g , " " J u s t a l i t t l e s i t u a t i o n came up," "I t r i e d t o use what I ' v e l e a r n e d here t o see i f i t worked" and, f u rt h e r along, "I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g , " "Sunday m y Mother went t o my s i s t e r ' s again," and then nested w i t h i n the l a t t e r i s "and she u s u a l l y goes f o r about a day o r so, l i k e if she leaves on Sunday she w i l l come back on Tuesday morning.'' Then l a b e l l e d B1 t o show t h a t i t i s nested w i t h i n B, "and she u s u a l l y goes f o r about a day o r so, i f she leaves on Sunday s h e ' l l come back on Tuesday morning." Because t h a t m a t e r i a l i s both i n d e f in i t e and condi ti m a l we 1 i s t e d i t under Background r a t h e r than under Events. The o n l y o t h e r e n t r i e s under the Background column i t s e l f are s t r i n g s t h a t we would consider o t h e r Background, as i n "Here t h i s has t o be done," "Here i t has t o be done," "but i t seems t h a t I have j u s t a l i t t l e too much t o do," and o t h e r s . A number o f items under the C o l l a t e r a l column a l s o serve as Background; examples are "I wasn ' gonna say anything," o r "which would be t h a t i f I kept l e t t i n g h e r s t 4 y t h e r e and d i d n ' say." s i d e r e d Background ( t h i s i n c l u d e s C o l l a t e r a l which f u n c t i o n s as Background) i n c l u d e d p a s t tense ( t h i s i s o f t e n b u t n o t always the case), and c o n d i t i o n a l and s u b j u n c t i v e moods. I n 1.2.C, we i n t e r p r e t so--"so i t ' s nothing"--as a c o n t i n u a t i o n , probably a c o n c l u s i o n r e a l l y , of the p r
e v i o u s c o l l a t e r a l c o n d i t i o n a l . However, t h i s remark c o u l d a l s o be i n t e r p r e t e d as a d i r e c t statement t o the t h e r a p i s t : thus i t i s another o f t h e s t r i n g s w i t h a m u l t i p l e f u n c t i o n . Labov and Fanshel i n t e r p r e t i t s o l e l y as a remark t o the t h e r a p i s t and t h e y r e g a r d i t as a rebuke t o
what t h e y see as the t h e r a p i s t ' s concern, voiced i n t h e "mm" preceding "so i t ' s nothing." c l i e n t i s t e l l i n g the t h e r a p i s t d i r e c t l y "she's s t i l l n o t home," b u t a l s o t h i s s t r i n g l i n k s t o "she l e f t Sunday" and i s connected t o i t by t h e PLP p a r t i c l e "and."
As t o t h e Speech A c t Events themselves, which i n c l u d e t h e "I d o n ' t knows," "I t h i n k s I ' and so on, i t should be noted t h a t e a r l y i n the Episode the p a t i e n t says "Now...I t h i n k I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g . " The "I t h i n k t h a t " a t the end serves as t h e t e r m i n a t i n g b r a c k e t f o r "I t h i n k I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g , " j u s t as a t the beginning " I d o n ' t know whether," serves as the i n t r o d u c t o r y b r a c k e t f o r "I t h i n k I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g . " Thus, t h e Speech A c t Events t e n d t o mark o f f t h i s Episode as a u n i t by p r o v i d i n g t h e speech a c t frame. Labov and Fanshel a l s o n o t i c e d the r e p e t i t i o n o f "I d i d the r i g h t t h i n g I ' although n o t the ' b r a c k e t i n g ' p a r a l l e l s , and t h i s r e p e t i t i o n p a r t i a l l y determined t h e i r d e c i s i o n t o designate the m a t e r i a l we've been c o n s i d e r i n g as Episode One.
Other than the Speech A c t Events, the m o t i f s t h a t stand o u t i n the present data as remarks d ir e c t l y t o t h e t h e r a p i s t a r e "try t o " as i n "well, t r y t o use what I ' v e l e a r n e d here,'' " I ' m g e t t i n g a l i t t l e n u t s already," " I ' m g e t t i n g t i r e d , " "I have too much t o do," "I c a n ' t concentrate on
The markers o f m a t e r i a l t h a t we o f t e n conThe any one thing," "I'm n o t doing my school work r i g h t , " " I ' m j u s t gonna t e l l her." N o t i c e t h a t some v e r s i o n < o f t h e present tense serves as a marker f o r these remarks t o t h e t h e r a p i s t .
c a t i o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n , S e t t i n g i n f o r m a t i o n , o r Background i n f o r m a t i o n . The p a t i e n t makes few e x p l i c i t references t o e i t h e r s p a t i a l o r temp o r a l s e t t i n g . There a r e j u s t f i v e e x p l i c i t s p a t i a1 references : "here" which r e f e r s t o t h e place where t h e p a t i e n t and t h e r a p i s t t a l k , "my s i s t e r ' s , " and two "there's," which r e f e r t o t h e s i s t e r ' s home, and f i n a l l y "home" pert a i n i n g t o t h e p a t i e n t ' s home. Because verbs perforce provide i t , t h e r e i s much i m p l i c i t temporal s e t t i n g i n f o r m a t i o n , b u t t h e o n l y exp l i c i t references a r e t o "Sunday," ( t h r e e times), "Tuesday morning," "today," and p o s s i b l y " s t i 11" meaning up t o and i n c l u d i n g r i g h t now i n t h e clause "she's s t i l l n o t home." "So a t f i r s t " may be a temporal r e f e r e n c e i n the phrase, "so a t f i r s t , I w a s n ' t going t o say anything."
It c e r t a i n l y does i m p l y temporal o r d e r i n g , and here i t provides a t r a n s i t i o n toward t h e r e c i t a l o f t h e dialogue between the p a t i e n t and h e r mother. I n a sense, "So a t f i r s t " i s a f a l s e t r a n s i t i o n because i t does i m p l y temporal ord e r i n g and a n a r r a t i v e o r d e r i n g , which i s n o t , i n f a c t , immediately r e a l i z e d , s i n c e t h e pat i e n t d o e s n ' t g e t t o t h a t n a r r a t i o n o f t h e dialogue u n t i l a f t e r p r o v i d i n g a v a r i e t y o f reasons f o r having made the telephone c a l l . The "then" i n "then I remembered t h a t , " which f o llows "so a t f i r s t I wasn't going t o say anyt h i n g " seems t o suggest t h a t t h e progress toward t h e n a r r a t i v e i s marching a l o n g n i c e l y , although i n f a c t t h e p a t i e n t i s s t i l l p r o v i d i n g Background t o what i t was she said.
The t h e r a p i s t ' s "remarks" c a r r y no I d e n t i f i -A few comments about Speech A c t P a r t i c l e s are probably a l s o i n order. The t h e r a p i s t ' s "Oh-oh" and "Right" stand o u t among t h e "Mm-hms" w i t h which he r e l a t e s t o t h e p a t i e n t . assume t h a t t h e p a t i e n t ' s "Mm-hms" and stammerings, "nows," e t c . r e f l e c t n o t o n l y d i f f i c u l t y i n d e a l i n g w i t h t h e s u b j e c t a t hand, b u t a l s o r ef l e c t r e l a t i n g t o t h e dialogue s i t u a t i o n i t s e l f --and by t h e dialogue s i t u a t i o n here, we mean n o t o n l y t a l k i n g t o t h e t h e r a p i s t , b u t a l s o s i m p l y t h e a c t o f speaking aloud. I t seems p o s s i b l e t h a t some o f t h i s a c t i v i t y on t h e p a r t o f t h e p a t i e n t would d e c l i n e i f t h e t h e r a p i s t o r dialogue p a r tn e r were saying more. I n f a c t , one s e c t i o n o f the Span A n a l y s i s Chart which shows t h e t h e r ap i s t i n t e r a c t i n g more f r e q u e n t l y shows an absence o f speech A c t P a r t i c l e s i n use by t h e p a t i e n t , b u t t h e o t h e r instance o f r e l a t i v e l y f r e q u e n t response by t h e t h e r a p i s t a1 so i n c l u d e s many Speech A c t P a r t i c l e s on t h e p a r t o f t h e pat i e n t . That i s t h e s e c t i o n i n which t h e p a t i e n t i s n a r r a t i n g t h e mother's departure t o t h e s i st e r ' s house, as w e l l as t h e f a c t t h a t t h e mother i s s t i l l n o t home on t h i s occasion; so t h e use o f Speech Act P a r t i c l e s here may r e l a t e t o t h e t r o u b l e t h e p a t i e n t has w i t h t h i s p a r t i c u l a r n a r r a t i v e m a t e r i a l . One Speech A c t P a r t i c l e We would p a t t e r n i s apparent from t h e Thurman c h a r t ; t h a t i s t h e use o f "Well" as a s i g n a l f o r t h e beginn i n g o f a dialogue speech ("Well, when do you p l a n t o come home?" j u s t a l i t t l e t o o much," "Well, why d o n ' t you t e l l P h y l l i s t h a t , " "Wel1,I h a v e n ' t t a l k e d t o h e r l a t e l y . " ) .
The o n l y o t h e r use o f " w e l l ,Iu e a r l y i n t h e Episode, occurs i n "Well, I t r i e d t o ... w e l l , t r y t o ... use what I ' v e l e a r n e d here,"
and here " w e l l " a l s o s i g n a l s d i r e c t address, t h i s t i m e on t h e p a r t o f t h e p a t i e n t t o t h e t h e r a p i s t . Labov and Fanshel regard "we1 1 " as used i n "Well, when do you p l a n t o come home" as a discourse marker which r e f e r s backwards t o some t o p i c t h a t i s a1 ready shared knowledge among p a r t i c i p a n t s element i n a discourse o r t o p i c , t h i s r e f e r e n c e i s n e c e s s a r i l y t o an unstated t o p i c o f j o i n t concern. remark i s c e r t a i n l y n o t t h e f i r s t element i n t h e a c t u a l conversation she had w i t h h e r mother, i t has t h e f o r c e here o f r e f e r r i n g t o such an uns t a t e d t o p i c , known t o both t h e p a t i e n t and her mother--a t o p i c which i s c l e a r l y t h e "reason" f o r the c a l l . We t e n d t o t r e a t the use o f " w e l l " i n Episode One as a p a r t i c l e s i g n a l l i n g d i r e c t address. "Pay a t t e n t i o n now, I ' m about t o say something t o you .It "Well, t h i n g s a r e g e t t i n g 5 (p. 156). They say t h a t when " w e l l " I S a f i r s t
They argue t h a t although t h e p a t i e n t ' s I t ' s t h e speaker saying t o t h e hearer
Labov and Fanshel devote almost seventy pages o f t h e i r book t o an a n a l y s i s o f Episode One and t h e y proceed a t a l e v e l which tends t o assume the k i n d o f a n a l y s i s o f p a t t e r n made apparent by t h e Thurman Chart and t h e Span A n a l y s i s Chart. The o n l y b a s i c data made e x p l i c i t i n t h e i r presentat i o n i s p i t c h contour i n f o r m a t i o n . P i t c h cont o u r s enable them t o i n t e r p r e t the t h e r a p i s t ' s i n t e r v e n t i o n s d i f f e r e n t i a l l y depending upon i nt o n a t i o n p a t t e r n s , What Labov and Fanshel do i s t a k e some o f t h i s a c o u s t i c data, i n c l u d i n g cues such as an i n t a k e o f breath, which t h e y then i n t e r p r e t as a r e l e a s e o f tension, t o produce Expansions, which a r e based n o t o n l y on what has a l r e a d y been s a i d b u t what Labov and Fanshel know about what w i l l be s a i d l a t e r . The expansions a r e a l s o based upon what t h e y know o f t h e a i l m e n t f o r which t h e p a t i e n t i s b e i n g t r e a t e d . F o r example, they t a k e t h e f o l l o w i n g t e x t (1.7 A ) when t h e p a t i e n t says "Which would be t h a t i f I kept l e t t i n g h e r s t a y t h e r e and d i d n ' t say 'Look --I mean y ' been t h e r e l o n g enough; I ' d j u s t g e t t i r e d an-nd I I -m n o t doing m y school work r i g h t . "
The Expansion o f t h i s t e x t (and i t s accompanying a c o u s t i c c u e s ) i s as f o l l o w s : "and i t would f o llow from t h i s suggestion t h a t i f I kept l e t t i n g my mother s t a y a t my s i s t e r ' s house and d i d n ' t say t o h e r something l i k e ' l o o k what you know b u t are a v o i d i n g : house l o n g enough t o t a k e c a r e o f any o b l i g a t i o n t o her household and you are n e g l e c t i n g your primary o b l i g a t i o n t o me i n o u r household, and so I am asking you t o come home r i g h t away, and if I d i d n ' t express my needs and f e e l i n g s i n t h a t way, t h e n I would g e t t i r e d , which everyone says I am n o t supposed t o do, and s i n c e t h i s i s a l r e a d y you have been a t my s i s t e r ' s beginning t o happen t o me, since I'm not performing my obligations a t school well enough . . . . I t 5
Labov and Fanshel a l s o include i n their i n t e rpretation inferences based upon a v a r i e t y of r u l e s which a r e taken from, o r modified from, Speech Act Theory. For example, there is t h e r u l e f o r putting off requests: I f A has made a valid request f o r the action of X o f B and B addresses t o A a .
A positive a s s e r t i o n , o r request f o r information o f the e x i s t e n t i a l s t a t u s of X ,
b.
A request f o r information o r negative a s s e r t i o n about the time, T i , c . negative a s s e r t i o n about one of the four preconditions, Then B i s heard refusing t h e request u n t i l the new information o r negative a s s e r t i o n i s supplied o r the negative a s s e r t i o n i s contradicted.
A request f o r information o r
5
This i s a r u l e which will be invoked in the i nt e r p r e t a t i o n of t h e dialogue between the p a t i e n t and her mother when the mother so obviously avoids responding t o t h e p a t i e n t ' s request. W e might observe t h a t i n our notations on this Episode, we had a l s o noted, p r i o r t o reading Labov and Fanshel , the mother's avoidance of responding t o t h e p a t i e n t . Rather, she sets u p a c o n f l i c t s i t u a t i o n between the p a t i e n t and her s i s t e r . We had a l s o noted t h a t there i s no way i n Episode One through i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o r reference t o t e l l whether the p a t i e n t i s male o r female. I t was therefore a l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n g t o l e a r n i n the introductory material provided by Labov and Fanshel concerning anorexia nervosa , from which t h e p a t i e n t suffered, t h a t a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f a p a t i e n t with this p a r t i c u l a r psychosomatic disease which e n t a i l s severe and dramatic weight l o s s is a r e j e c t i o n of her sex.
Other than t h e acoustic d a t a , the c a t egories favored by Labov and Fanshel a r e a t a considerably more i n t e r p r e t a t i v e level and based much more heavily upon semantic i n t e rp r e t a t i o n , than a r e the categories used i n this analysis. W e tend t o think t h a t much t h e same i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h e p a t i e n t ' s c u r r e n t s t a t e could have been a r r i v e d a t u s i n g t h e Thurman Chart and Span Analysis. There i s n ' t space t o provide a l l o f t h e d e t a i l s t h a t we noticed concerning those c h a r t s , but do remember the mot i v e s c i t e d e a r l i e r which stood out as remarks t o the therapist--I'm g e t t i n g a l i t t l e nuts--I'm g e t t i n g tired--I'm not doing my schoolwork right--1 c a n ' t concentrate--I'm just going t o t e l l her--and compare those t o the expansion c i t e d e a r l i e r from t h e Labov-Fanshel treatment. W e c e r t a i n l y do not quarrel with t h e r u l e s posited i n Speech Act Theory. I t ' s simply t h a t r u l e s posited i n terms o f ' i n t e n t i o n s ' a r e c l e a r l y fantasmal when we consider how t o go about performing analysis which would reveal speech ' i nt e n t i o n s , ' 'understandings , ' e t c . W e a1 so t h i nk t h a t the Thurman Chart and the Span Analysis make c e r t a i n p a t t e r n s stand out which a r e perhaps not so evident i n the Labov-Fanshel approach. I t may be helpful, f o r example, f o r the t h e r a p i s t t o be able t o see quickly the incidence and c l u s t e r i n g of interventions ( t h e r a p e u t i c ) , and then t o use t h a t graphic o u t l i n e a s a guide t o those episodes i n the therapedtic session which he f e l t merited such intervention. W e see the two approaches as complementary, b u t our surmise i s t h a t the T h u rman Chart and Span Analysis would provide useful data f o r a g r e a t e r v a r i e t y o f professional int e r p r e t a t i o n than would t h e Labov-Fanshel approach. In f a c t , t h e Labov-Fanshel method i s i t s e l f an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , whereas the approach described here, i s somewhat s u r p r i s i n g l y , more an abstract i o n onto which i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s can be mapped.
I t i s appropriate t o point out t h a t Labov
and Fanshel & provide rules--of which we gave an example--rules, which, as noted e a r l i e r , a r e based upon Speech Act Theory. In c o n t r a s t , we have not offered so much as one r u l e . W e a r e moving i n t h a t d i r e c t i o n , however, when referr i n g t o markers associated with Background, Collateral , Events, and the l i k e . A t present our i n c l i n a t i o n i s toward positing r u l e s w i t h i n a t h e o r e t i c a l framework o f i n t e r a c t i v e systems and sub-systems, a t l e a s t some p a r t s of which will be microlinguistic components such as tense, mood, and aspect. Obviously t h e r e will be macro components which may, i n some cases, correspond t o categories i n our modified Thurman Chart. I t ' s possible t h a t s t a t e diagrams, which have been used w i t h considerable success t o represent s y n t a c t i c parsing s t r a t e g i e s f o r computer programs, may turn out t o be a plausible way t o represent r u l e s f o r the analysis o f discourse systems. A t any r a t e these are directions f o r research t h a t currently seem r a t h e r promising. W e mean t o explore them f u r t h e r .
* * *
By way o f summation and t o i d e n t i f y areas o f research t h a t need t o be addressed, i n this f i n a l section of t h i s study, we will concentrate on some o f the needed prel imi nari e s t o i n t e l l i gent system r e a l i z a t i o n o f emergent Discourse-Analytic Theory. Among t h e applications of programed i n s t a n t i a t i o n s of Discourse Analysis Theory would be, prospectively, both research o f a fundamental s o r t on t h e therapeutic process and an addition t o t h e armamentarium of c l i n i c a l aids available t o the t h e r a p i s t i n a s s i s t i n g s p e c i f i c p a t i e n t s .
Act Theory and Discourse Analysis Theory d i f f e r markedly i n t h e i r a p t i t u d e f o r programmed operat i o n a l i z a b i l i t y . Earlier on we talked about the problems i n going from t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s provided by Labov and Fanshel t o operative i n t e l l i g e n t systems; here we will discuss what o f t h a t s o r t we A t t h i s stage i n t h e i r development Speech t h i n k can be done now o r imminently f o r t h e D i s 1.
.
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